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The CIA's epssemmmesgt to inform the Warren Commission,,

sfis—a-source .

is Committee. It is indicative of a ja:aan.

ofconcern to tq

A
v
AL ¢ esinrnedtSkocd ints R Lorrm oA
tuw?;a;;ls—paﬂpto Mw’w

ubst p Vi CA Leld ung.m‘%f-"&b‘*
substance eimgaEuETemmeed informatio ? rovided
ngchC’ §$1 61N Dgoeg Fiom ZIB/\E&.@(S» )d /73/ ‘Plfa

the Warren Commission.

(4¢§/§ﬁé&ﬁg/d§§37 This process

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro—

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
d—-s_
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As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA

LLdrap ey

T o A,

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that

. s
'_«4.’.),-\/,1: LR

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during -+ ¢S

September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum _
Aaid +hot .

L ndyﬁention e primeemeeess Oswald's various conver- /1<

- g~

. . 3, s' e
sations with the Cuban and Sogktl Embassy/Consulate$had - i,

been tapped and.subsequently transcribed. Furthermore,‘\ bend - o

' that memorandum 9% nd’/é\entlon i that the CIA z“i”‘w
had tapped and transcribed conversatlons between Cuban fév«i &‘
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at ,J’%iqug
the Soviet Embassy[Consulate'nor was mention made of the '5~‘fﬁ"
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban ?;3;

ﬁ'r i N s
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and S

‘+ranscribed.
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On Fébruary 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the
Cémmission (EFe—above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dum of January 3/ , On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of

£ SFK € D¢ Mo, —

January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that:
Ars wr l'h/.\‘ : _

Glbemeiinak S Of vipsbesssesrsseserse, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 {2t¥er yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
?di?ﬁﬁgﬂ&’of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephon§ surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry

~
, ’ T R,
by Rankin would not have been made. J92¢  Seb-

[

——r—

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January4l964.- April 1964, Warren Com-
mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-
ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans-
cripts resulting from the CIA's telephonéc surveillance

operations in Mexico City. (Rogcca-dep+~——p+89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available

e e (o51€ 0o dap. of Brmed Rociic\ 5 ()17/75)

to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

R
Commission Zlearned of these operations. i:j}bf;:}

i([ﬁ fo{lq Pocﬁ qqg—zb.}':?’{&n lclé“'ll )—)IQQ7 835)
1964:
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On February 19,

e ﬁ respong%dt E"'E EEE -508" i

inquiry of February 10. " The Agency resoonse did indi- (74

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also J.nterv;\.ewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did
aet reveal ‘the source of this information in its response

WIS o e
to the Commissiongpr indicate! that 4% would be revealed

—_ -
by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). Z.J’b'd\j
P 1A Tel€hnn /e
-~ $Cron KKNoP ( e o ©
B -.:‘.L: A)r&[ {’fN Ci:?":’z‘l ’t' s s,( ' ': prite .’l‘ \__ -g“ (I‘e’r,//
e P T AL
ﬂﬁf During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other

issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access

to the production material derived from the CIA telephone'c

CEN
(;,‘Y?

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
>

o et

these memoranda tend to support the Committee's belief _. L~ =7

S A

o Nt LB ™

A et B

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, s

and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- 7

. . . ‘op% dead+ .(a: ”

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, .

£lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief.
cott

of Station in Mexico C:Lty/'m provided them with various

transcripts and'translatlons derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

fdemorandum of.April 22, 1964, Eubject: /)f:'f‘?lb P’W)J)'boc‘% 3
April | ,
HOWagR.r, Frior to m it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even‘partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the recofd indicates that the Warren Commission
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

gA/&,

CIA representatives). Slawson s memorandum” revea
vho

~p#® the Warren Commission had learned that”CIA i pmmmmm

posseés!dk,transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
vor‘h(oi' A“'m‘f‘

Thees® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, concerned Silvia

Dugﬁh s arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal _
r“"*"S glwsmw/ww /}lpr,/zal /76y 7/:3/ /7 ‘/5“‘/6—3

Police (cite?). au-@qugnaauby Helms responded to the Com-

$+mﬂ )

mission's request for access, that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren CommissionQrepresentatives‘

. “'W
fo review €9 this material. (Slawson memof, March 12, 1964)2 (a_,)

It shouldbe noted that the records revieted do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission ;éé;ned of the
Dorticos~Armas interceptsQ”;As detailed,abéve, both the FBI
and White House'(through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance_activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬂ-One or the other could well.have provided‘the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray- .
mond Roqgs'testimony'as cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support toﬁthe position that the Commission had

been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

® Lfn
that the tentative conclusions§ -9—';-%-—‘.5'-’-_-.. Oswald S

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheq were derived from CIA

memorandagy of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964 (flﬁfii;pru4h

rf(,rd\2f‘{5l(9"{
and/in addition a Mexican federal police summary &&Egwof T™°

S

interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

puran, (sicd an employee‘of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. ij:lbliz

These comments indicate that Seﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
.is no indication that Sﬁjason had been provided the Duran
telephonu.intereept transcripts. 1In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Meéﬁ%an police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commissioe/as.of March 2%,'

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran.«’«# ,,,sef'f’ tﬁ‘:g

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been
glven access to the Duran transcrlpts is further supported
, ; : ])(_aq)
by reference to his memorandum of{%arch 27, 1964 Ek

wherein he states his conclusion that Oi%jld ad visited
tap2-
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusioex\

Wl ef
he visssesssiss bDased upon an analy515 of Sylvia Duran's testi-

hes N Y N oears
mony before the Mexican police. Imnnnngn-n-ih-siﬁs no
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indication that he_ haé reviewed any of the Duran

transcripts. Furthermore,® @ had®*been given access

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis eﬁould have* reflected

the fact of this reVLenufither by its corroboration or
g)boveﬁt

criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

REnsatpa9

7
P4

Hexico Cit®M ] -
: $ ;.

a¥eeSs to the Duran trans;:?gﬁs. he Commission had been “%/’V
&4

P
» s

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not. make L

reference to the surveillance operatlons,and aAsummary:g%E}

| SClAA by rte M exicanTederal Pol 1
jﬁﬁﬁfreport. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-—

/

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico Clty Station:

Our present plan in paSSLng 1nformatlon to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave

/ODACID'here.
(CIa G&bﬂé DIR %V4621 FOIA4MZO-757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)
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tlmes. He statedgthat this cdnclu‘;o- was based upon his
y i ﬂ-w"
review of Silvgfla Duran's tes a-onyf%o_'he Mexican pefiee

( 5 Y )
(Slawson mepforandum, Mar f’ ‘g 196{“ 'cIA p. 19¥2) Howeyler,
A & f.'
zs

Slawson voes not statf hat h

gfonclusiop# were alsgfdrawn
i’ g

:f the px; ~nuctlon fdﬂn the Mex 6 City
£ _{ﬁ.ﬂ p

eil,ﬁnce operadic sr“f@f

from r: iew of g

statigh su wSon d-::,-ndlcate,

howevd ’ th-*fris easonlng oy ---g_'regardlu- QOswald's
,".(,! Sguttita i -
visit to.: the Cub§n»Emﬁgssy ggLoglcally, access to the € (4 ‘s
paareiee ca
telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some

ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p. m.i?;IL“S ™

R o fandu,

Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated 0Fﬁ&?2iﬂ
, ’ _ Tarerde t}/
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy;’ re- iii?LZZTI

“:Man! 7oy
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was (n'ffw??a
e N
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-

ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate
4 “Q*E‘!
stating that an American, 1dent1f1ed by CIA analysts as

f:L’LM 95t l'\a.c\ Foi-ce
Oswald #) at the Cuban Embassy. 57»-., e R

.twdefinitively“estainEﬁeaﬂgﬁg£mﬁeﬁéi&wﬁéd
visited _the.Cuban Embassy-on--at least two  occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand. exact times of his- presence
in_the Cuban.Embassy;&gst%%tabllshed as the result of the.
teiephonlc”survelllancé?f-éad this information been made
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities
in Me#ico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These=tra cipts




nee-—tirer-made—avaiIable.

The record supports the Committee's finding that

as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not
\—‘V 4 .
W ,Jf been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

o Lgf .phonét intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman
i “:,LI’L; .’vr;—--v Poéz"(
"_:*" _,and Slawson, they {one question to the CIA and

orﬂﬁ'/fmo.,\ Sk Questiens Ra 5o by e A s Mana Fil=

| s
5memof‘ikpr:."]‘. 2, 1964, &IA~p—¥945) (nqn—netes—"-) Co sl mandn
i oS Vamsen v feted

T 1) What is the information source referred to in

’5~J;A4Wf two reizifts for 1nformatlon from the Agencye (Amﬁa"“f“
e

the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa:;

N 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts:

o | of the intercepts, translated if possible, in

. refer
all cases where the intercepts emmé® to the

assassination or related subjects;
3) We would especially like to see the intercept

in which the allegation that money was'passed

{ at ssymis discussed 1:3::brA:3
0 } { , 3 .
T The questit reially pose in the above-referenced

\Asa r  fmemorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephongéc intercept

ke &y ,,JW"‘
. « .v of September 27, 1963 at 10: 37 a.m. (Slawson memo pril
?,"{r )v’ P :'\I . : r ‘“ ; (-_;*Oh ‘f ‘Lk"c% ﬁ
28, 1964 SEApT—3223) . »if Slawson -@-—M
- ng‘_c" .‘,q*QI ;
aggyﬁ e source of the information, he had not been
AAAAA {__ x\: L | el 45 gﬂf
Loy YT . |
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t,%em number three of the above

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing

of monies @&f discussed haA not as of April 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested

the Dorticos-Armas transcripts. ﬁ'the March 12, 1964

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

DL <D, @ rala ~dlem MNZ/\/ {1
presentativesa, (CJ%:%«" E% kaQ‘:,\ng'e{\(_e &Z,Q.PRL{/‘},‘,»MMczz

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson~artlculated (Q‘Yj
their concern for receiving“complete access’ to all materialS
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: ‘Theywwrote;«

PThe most brobable final result of the entire

investigation of Oéwald's activities in Mexico is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA. g;/» biAppd-i0¢

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts,of the telephone€ surveillance .
“WQMM m;cfp—léruw L
operations and English translations: eé:the—same—~ In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrance$
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washlngton. We

agreed to this." (Slewsor-menCumiirerd 96, p. 23}
- L k4 '

Mr. Scott described to the CommlsSLOn representatives

the CIA's course of action 1mmed1ately following the assassination.

{ o e akel ‘
A Scott indicated that his staff sessesmssmimt began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico

whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (ﬁ%iéigfd:b ci?

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

Lﬁga'immediately been put under surveillance following the
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"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-
closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original

i:,s urce Qq rlals at some later time during our visit."
ra

(}1 t:
Slawson s memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal¥exclusively

4o

with the telephonic interceptspertaining @, respectively, the

ot a7—-Oct/ 1963,
g, et s Lrom

that the Agency's

Durafm and Oswald S versatlons%(ﬂ“ ﬁﬁ““"
S.SD'J\'—Q..: G ek m. !2;-0‘()[ 11.’::"\*15).0_) Lo
It is ev1dent from Slawson's recor

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic
surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

Mw..u‘, reasentd
ablllty to draw“boncluSLOnﬁgregardlng Oswald s sojourn in Mexico

Clty, It meant that as

\'%‘_‘,

of April 10,~1954, neafingiéhebﬁalfway point of the Warren
Commission invesﬁigation, the Commission was forced to retrace
the factual path by which it had structufed Oswald's activities
in Mexico City. It further fevealéd that the Agency had
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" 'significantly more precise

could hawve = ocd
materials esesse avallable for analysis by the Commission. I—l !
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Thus, the Agency s eafly pollcy of not prov1d1ng the Comm1551on

e L N =~ ) :,—,".‘“"“ o
- s

with t%55 vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigationfk

that might have been more seriously considered had this pwaﬂ’

material been expeditiously prov1ded*6§:i;L~Suban anOIVGTfiz::

N

- (jj,i- :/‘_:_‘,(-—vc\ R T S Pl LA
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pei speeih faprt Olum 5Aort X

On November 23, 1963 Marguerite Oswald w-shohewneig

*of a man bearing no
ol (en Commi SSion Beport p

qﬁg photograph had been

Mexico Clty Mystery Man

physical resemblance to her son;'

timie

supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City

Station after Agency representatives had searched their files
<) A poc P~ lgf( 15"'14‘"
in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photographﬂkoc

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the

photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,

1963 in Mexico Clty and mistakenly linked at that time to

,’_“f i

@Sf’&’fcwld;g i dax ot o€ ErchaSatelms 5 7))

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before

‘the Warren Commission and recounted the circumsﬁances under
: w@((_fr\c,ommlffl‘ﬂ b/‘rP —
which she was shown the photograpfi. Mrs. Oswald testified tha;E
WOl R S ¢

'she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby.” (p. 153)
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote \ﬂ 5.

. Thomas Karramesines Assistnnt 'PW : " '

O et stemP IR |
> \r(e)}\oe*\

this photograph "by the

reques ted that

J he identity of the indivi l

. Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin GEISEssy
te l A

o3
if-that--information- m‘:-aavallable. ;
ek T3, 196, TEE Poct— 1 7
ay, in a sep dte letter te—-beE-MeCone,

w2l e Caomti M&W%x ,z;;(z;' 3
t-he-—emmrrrss:m

oy Rankln wrote ¢t Secret =«
R ;f Qe B T sinie Nevemhtra, 196 3)- 5
/ :;Serv:.cew that@e' CIA had dlssemlnaic'@sevefa.l_x:epcr.ts-or
- 5,7.-::-‘;_‘*_.:'5:' ,'"7 -communigations- concerningthe assassination—to—the-Secret
=N .Seryv,ikge S4 funfo requested copies of these
.(-.'- > .} ‘;i ‘.,’._:( ;:Vu = { .'.»Jn\-}"'fr":’“'"‘" ' ‘»M TMKC "é kf
3 FLrre ‘ materials.v ' ree/a?;u cables otirmipmmong
;( L= .. vﬂ.nbi\ a‘—“-;‘ ,\AHVI‘A-LM; F(QJ
_ concern wssipiss th photograp of the individual ‘s
P Merica Gty dotisa 08 e VPR Wd L,t-f-l—v-'f
L - ﬂ(S'S\f»z' ld sequently showrﬂ to Oswald's mm Q—f,éﬁf
\x,;"' ! e :_7_;,..--,._-.-..‘\t.:::"-*_‘-t.--:a»--n--e.:';...? EETE S s G i
e hog YhRCI A
~ ... | disseminated™to the Secret Service was a November 26
A CciA Doc'Plﬂ.fflT? 2640:/ mu/

-, . dissemination '

‘ éc&os
. thewbeeret-S8erviee. That cable concerned the Dorimsmss-Armas

conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

e "\ surveillance operations in Mexico Clty'\at the time of the

5 ":!‘f.;";‘.!—; .E ) . C / /?

~ ge}_u‘; assass:.natl/og gnd Oswald's earller visj 'C"KRQ
B ‘,;“'J 2’ é €
- R =% 3ohn Scelso test J.ed r"alng‘ %he’c:.rcumst;nces MLS%

surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Comm:.ss:.on M,..L

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:.
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren
Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

| - ofSebn, . «f?7%
dxﬂcla;sréﬁ;‘g%’;(‘écelso ﬂhéé’ci-(;o&, %_ 150)

= g Fcbnxaﬂy/awlﬁé**
- . the Warren

S :,#@;‘d*:h$y;“$)?,}*ﬁ;&c{_ i

ComiSSion o e L il SR G e access tO
cLScu_f‘gQ ot € onullA Ve tve C/F e
telep nlc s veillance productlon)(qs—ééscussed-:n"the . - i,
6/‘&/‘% )ar/ /Ha ,.;&m' lart 7&1:5:.(:5““'9 BALiLmn tw e s o
}, the <mmsmm of the photosurveillance operatlons,

- J-—o m L;QMNA C.amn\&isfla- A-a..(‘,p::.&mh P L0 s

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca outlineA‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca then stated: |

7 "Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
A A to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
g \j, “ paragraph 2 (of the above~referenced February 12
= 3_“ e letter). If they come back on this point he feels
' o that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than
.# !pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
3[ﬁ items are of new substantive interest. We have either
- passed the material in substa ce to the Commission in
v u'7xesponse to earlier levies e® the items oautheffEEHé
ﬁ,(-f;‘_f?refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s¢x
2 photographs which are not of Oswald..." C”’90¢1:°ﬂ?#'5771”
i (Reeea—memD—3NATTH 54, FOTA—579=250) Camaiss Marc/wy
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1963, carrying

Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed

to be l94€£(D15patch HMMA21612 Calderon's presence in
noo..ai'—tg,wc'\ '
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City Szetlon and to the Chief of the CIA's
Z Ciir PoC, Dnsﬂﬂtﬂ or—‘cﬂ-lm
Special Affalrs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-' ”45’7““
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notatlon indicated that a report was pending

on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,

to locate the report.
On September 1, 1063, a dlspatch was ‘sent from

the Chlef of the SPEClal Affalrs Staff to the Chlef of .

IA' ] Y4 A ‘ g an St
bﬂé’Statlon in® Mexlco Cltyc%Dlspatch HMMW 11935 1?;qyftﬁ63i?

Lu:.sa Calderon's assoc:.at:.on with the Cuban DGI il ~A

Ao bl Cein Hg;_w st ™
was flrst reperted by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At th S e O, |

[ s fox_‘” Ly o TCL Iﬂéf*a??& SM‘--JH'(.&(
. time, Haé%E&jgﬁénson, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
1 FQ/)U/ e
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-

briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG—l. The memorandum
stateé that AMMUGJhad no dlrect knowledge of Lee Harvey «

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

wh of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-
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' Xj ltil’ wa
telligence Service officers! -8/‘Elf1cally, AMMUG~1 hedd

beert asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
. l.‘ aj‘(j\_
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Sweﬁsea-

as-reccmiadﬁhrﬂjﬁ?TEq~ﬁ~mem®ran&um—that "Prior to October

1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on

|nd oSt

two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez ‘fCF"PK

aryoeSA
Swepson thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As.a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch G6

? Q(.vQ) )“-/‘}V{/
traffic which recorded arrival in Me 1cd’§;gM6eparture,&ﬂwﬁ*ﬁ'
1 ~ONG e~ S Y"Q‘V"(C V“'.!g;"{oi;“)- & P 7o o

. Lw"se'fA
On May 7, 1964, Swemsen recorded additional informa-

tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald‘
ciADol Foid G 7-29% oHnJ\ 2 7/‘14!:77

possible contact with the DGI.” Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:
*a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence. EDE ,p?
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s+ On May 8 Swemson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald casel ™ ouin araphrased
edge © e Oswa case. n paraphrased AMMUG®
g §§33§g“lg P s

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told

~ me that hers was a peculiar case and that he

himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...[ECtht

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
v to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson
g;.r-) boc £l 687 - 295 ) Roctamemorandeem, it Moy (5¢
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-

- cuss the AMMUG/1L si;égkion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place} it is nq@t desirable to put anything in writ—

- L bk p-= |

ing. (lL—May—64~—Rocca~memeT—EOLASSJ—%QS—Wt%hf4~attachmen;s)
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankln regarding .

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-
Tc1AaPoc Foth6T7-299 Heles

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 1S Mag (169
el o~ osch s
communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swéné%n
o txd

May 5 memorandum. (mﬂmﬁmﬁ%ﬁ
In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez 2axe set
forth. However, that attachment malkes no reference what-
soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

Go ¢ @REE T
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to—toek—at the
AM\?&SCA 3 1B Do F ot
questlons used in SwensSen's lnterrogatlon of AMMUG Boedey 7395
memov f6-Focta, 19 June 1964 FaEs%39=340). On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and-gnalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
Lmow&)
Willens saw Swensen's May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about
six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early
it - L o= dhC
in 1964.47 However, Wlllens was not shown the Swemson memoran-
]

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible




